Abstract In this article I report on the application of the lens of Rogers' (1995) change agent roles and Kezar and Lester's (2011) adaptation of tempered radicals in order to understand the leadership roles assumed by three individual faculty members located at three distinct schools of education. These faculty leaders utilized the concepts and principles of the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED) to lead redesigns of their Ed.D. programs. Qualitative data were gathered during a larger study on institutional change. Findings contribute to understanding grassroots leadership and how it works in collaboration with topdown authorities.
of a large study that investigated how schools of education at three universities adopted and implemented CPED reform efforts, this article represents the results from the third research question, which asked how individual CPED faculty members describe and understand their roles in designing, revising, and influencing the Ed.D. redesign process. My focus was to seek to understand how individual faculty leaders at three of the CPED institutions understood, defined, and enacted this role and how this role converged with top-down leadership.
Background
Since the creation of the Ed.D. at Harvard College in 1921, the purpose and goals for this degree have been murky; and it has even been called the "Ph.D. lite" (Shulman, Golde, Beuschel & Garabedian, 2006, p. 27) . Eighty years of scholarly inquiry into the differences between the Ed.D. and the Ph.D. have resulted in little distinction or understanding. Yet, despite considerable attention and calls to eliminate one (Clifford & Guthrie, 1990; Deering, 1998) or both (Levine, 2007) degrees, little reform has resulted.
In January 2007, the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED) was launched as a response to the Shulman, Golde, Bueschel, and Garabedian (2006) call to schools of education to define each degree clearly or "risk becoming increasingly impotent in carrying out their primary missions-the advancement of knowledge and the preparation of quality practitioners" (p. 25). Their plea came at a culminating point in this debate. Work being undertaken at the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching under the leadership at that time of Lee Shulman was focused on two areas: the Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate sought to understand research doctoral preparation across six disciplines, and the Preparation for the Professions Program investigated professional preparation in six fields. 1 Findings from both projects confirmed the need to distinguish the education doctorate (Ed.D.) from the research doctorate (Ph.D.) in education and to clarify the purpose of the Ed.D.
Nationally, around this same time, the debate was once again reopened. The American Education Research Association (AERA) and the National Academy of Education (NAEd) came together to "conduct a systematic assessment of education research doctorate programs using the methodology of the National Research Council (NRC) Assessment of Research Doctorate Programs… to improve education research doctorate programs nationally" (National Academy of Education (n.d.) . At the start of this work, the Ed.D. was removed from the taxonomy because of its confused nature. Also at this time, Levine (2007) published his third policy report that investigated U.S. education schools and called for the elimination of the Ed.D. on the grounds that educational leaders could be best prepared with a "master's degree akin to the master's of business administration" (p. 92). Finally, the Council of Graduate Schools (2007 [CGS] ) had released its Taskforce Report on the Professional Doctorate, which described professional doctorates as the highest degree for the "preparation for the potential transformation of that field of professional practice, just as the Ph.D. represents preparation for the potential transformation of the basic knowledge in a discipline" (p. 6).
The timing was right for action, prompting the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching to issue a request for proposals to members of the Council of Academic Deans from Research Education Institutions (CADREI) to participate in a national dialogue aimed at improving the preparation of advanced educational practitioners. Deans brought the request back to their institutions and invited faculty members to submit proposals with the intent that the work would be developed and led by school of education faculty members who had an interest in and commitment to making these distinctions. Twenty-five schools of education were initially selected based on their potential for change in the redesign of their Ed.D. as well as their commitment to support a faculty leader in an unusual process that called for sharing across national contexts and testing ideas locally (Perry & Imig, 2008) . Additional institutions were invited to join the effort in 2010.
The faculty members who chose to participate as institutional representatives led the ambitious CPED agenda at a grassroots level (Wergin, 2007) . The aims of the initiative were clear from the beginning, but the goal was to allow the design process to evolve at the local level with little guidance from the Carnegie Foundation. These faculty leaders, identified as principal investigators, met biannually to discuss design-concepts and the Ed.D. redesign process. At their home institutions, they were and are leaders of change, taking back what they learn and create with their national peers and working within their local units to generate new academic programs that will support the training of scholarly practitioner educational leaders, or graduates of CPED-influenced Ed.D. programs who blend practical wisdom with professional skills and knowledge and use practical research and applied theories as tools for change.
Theoretical Frame
When considering the role of leadership in higher education, the literature coalesces into three distinct yet conflicting themes. First, the roots of leadership study have come from the business and non-profit worlds and focus on top-down organizations. This work seeks to understand the skills, qualities, and actions of a single leader such as presidents or CEOs. Second, faculty leadership studies in higher education have mostly focused on the formal roles faculty members assume such as administrative appointments to the faculty senate or academic committees. This literature suggests that faculty members do not assume informal roles such as curriculum innovators because traditional faculty reward structures do not incorporate informal efforts (O'Meara, 2006) . Finally, framing higher education leadership with a lens of top-down or formalized structures negates the organizational literature that documents and highlights the dual nature of governance in academia (Birnbaum, 2000) . Eckel, Hill, Green and Mallon (1999) , for example, have suggested, "influential faculty members with no official power may be more important to [change] than the president [because] colleges are more like networks than hierarchies" (p. 8). Faculty members have emerged in new roles of leadership, exerting non-traditional forms of power.
A recent study by Kezar & Lester (2011) looked at such grassroots faculty and staff leaders at five separate institutions. They described this form of leadership as "individuals with no formal positions of authority, [who] are operating from the bottom up, and are interested in and pursue organizational changes that often challenge the status quo of the institution" (p. 8). Further, the authors noted that this type of leadership is "nonhierarchical, often collective, and noninstitutionalized" (p. 8) and that those in these roles are typically "volunteers" (p. 8) who "have to create their own structure, network and support systems" (p. 9). These authors suggested that a more "comprehensive understanding of the experiences, role, strategies and practices of bottom-up or grassroots leaders in educational settings [and] how bottom-up and top-down efforts work in concert" (p. 9) is needed if we are to understand the changing nature of faculty leadership in higher education.
The purpose of this article is to add understanding to the experiences, role, strategies and practices of grassroots efforts by looking at how three faculty members at three separate institutions engaged in programmatic and policy reform around the education doctorate.
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Further, this article seeks to contribute to the understanding of how bottom-up leadership works "in concert" with top-down efforts (Kezar & Lester, 2011, p. 8) . Two theoretical frameworks, Everett Rogers' Diffusion of innovation (1995, 2003 ) and Meyerson's Tempered radicals (2003) framework, were used to frame this study. Rogers (1995) model was chosen as the lens for understanding how change takes place in organizations and, more specifically, how innovative ideas are communicated among those who will adopt these ideas. It provides a comprehensive view of change and was used in the larger study to understand how CPED ideas were adopted and how institutions changed. For this study, the Rogers model provided understanding as to how faculty efforts converge with top-down leadership. Rogers (1995 Rogers ( , 2003 defined diffusion as "the process by which an innovation is communicated through certain channels over time among members of a social system" (p. 10). In this model, opinion leaders and change agents are the primary providers of information and advice about the innovation. Opinion leadership describes the "degree to which an individual is able to influence other individual's attitudes in a desired way with relative frequency" (Rogers, 1995, p. 27 ) while a change agent is the "individual who influences clients' innovation-decisions in a direction that is desirable" (Rogers, 1995, p.27 ). Together they guide others' decisions to understand and adopt the innovation.
In the larger study, the concept of change agent as described by Rogers helped to understand the roles and strategies used by faculty members in the change process and how they worked or did not work with their deans in this process. Specifically, Rogers outlined seven key roles in leading successful change. The seven roles are:
1. To develop a need for change by creating awareness of the need to change behaviors; 2. To establish an information-exchange relationship or rapport between the change agent and the clients that promotes acceptance by the clients; 3. To diagnose and analyze problems and determine why alternatives won't solve the problems; 4. To create an intent in clients to change by motivating interest in the innovation; 5. To translate an intent to action by influencing clients' behaviors; 6. To stabilize adoption and prevent discontinuance at the implementation stage; and 7. To achieve a terminal relationship. The change agent should seek to develop the clients' ability to be their own change agent and renew their behaviors (p. 337).
As findings from the larger study (see Perry, 2010) emerged, the data suggested that the role of faculty leaders went deeper than what Rogers explained. Faculty leaders in this study, though somewhat empowered by their deans to create change, were experiencing similar difficulties and emotions, which have been identified in grassroots leadership literature. To understand these findings better, I employed a second lens, that of Kezar and Lester's (2011) adaptation of Meyerson's Tempered radicals framework (2003) , to explore how grassroots leadership plays out in higher education.
Meyerson's framework described individuals who both identify with and are committed to their institutions but who are also committed to a cause or movement that is "fundamentally different from and possibly at odds with the dominant culture of their organization" (Meyerson & Scully, 1995, p. 186) . These leaders aspire to create positive change but have no formal authority. As a means to limit personal discomfort in moving the agenda forward, they must temper or tailor their strategies. Tempered radicals rely on a variety of strategies that do not necessarily follow a formal step-by-step process, as Rogers suggested, but rather offer ways to tackle obstacles and resistance. Meyerson's model identified the difficulties that faculty members face during the change process and described them at various levels-the individual Innov High Educ or psychological level (motivation, identity, and resilience), at the group or social psychological level (strategy, tactics, power dynamics), and at the organizational level (leadership development, group formation, structure and culture).
Method
The study utilized a multiple-case study design to analyze how the three faculty members facilitated change at their institutions. Sample I employed purposeful sampling (Patton, 2005 ) to obtain a sample of three CPED faculty leaders at three institutions, a subset of the original twenty-five CPED institutions. Criteria for selection included the type of institution-one private and two public institutions (distinguished by their governance structures) and length of time in CPED. The leaders had each been a part of the CPED initiative from its inception in 2007. Letters were sent to each of the three faculty leaders inviting them to participate in this study. All three accepted.
Data Collection
Interviews, documents, and observations provided the data for this study. I gathered documentation of CPED work and internal institutional materials that demonstrated the progress of change. Interviews were conducted with the faculty leader, graduate assistant (if applicable), dean/director of the school, and institutional faculty members, resulting in a total of 10 interviews at each location. These were recorded, transcribed and then returned to participants for review and clarification. Institutional Review Board approval had been obtained, and all interviewees were asked to sign consent forms. Pseudonyms have been assigned to each person interviewed and to each institution. Finally, observations of the faculty leader interactions and communications with their colleagues or students were recorded on a field note protocol which allowed for researcher reflection.
Data Analysis
The data analysis followed a four-step process that included initial coding, categorical analysis, "memo writing" (Glaser, 1978) , and case reports. A cross-case analysis was the final step to identify main themes. Data were first entered into a qualitative software program called Nvivo for ease of coding. Initial coding categories were generated from theoretical propositions to give "priorities to the relevant analytic strategies" (Yin, 2003, p. 112) and subsequently serve as a platform for coding. I asked two colleagues to examine the codes for reliability. Data from each specific institution were then coded according to the initial and any emergent codes.
Next, I performed categorical analysis-developing categories to describe phenomena present in the data and describing their properties and dimensions (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 124) . Coded data were moved into these categories to begin to answer questions about the larger domains. Categories and subcategories were then related to one another to identify the conditions, actions, interactions and consequences of each phenomenon (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) and to relate structure with process so as to develop themes and patterns about the data. This deductive process of coding and re-coding continued until the data for each case had "run its course" (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 62) .
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Next, in an interpretive process I created relational statements that linked the themes and patterns (Glaser & Strauss, 1967 ) that emerged. These statements related to the research question and theoretical propositions, which allowed for assertions about the data and a development of stronger themes. I wrote memos to identify the relationships among themes and statements (Miles & Huberman, 1994) , to develop broad constructs about each case, and to identify outlying themes as they were revealed.
Case reports were constructed in order to clarify the shape and direction of emergent themes and patterns (Miles & Huberman, 1994) , and in the final step I examined findings across the three case reports to identify similarities and differences. Descriptive validity was maintained through a clear and traceable audit trail, prolonged data collection, and constant comparative analysis (Maxwell, 2005) . Due to the nature of qualitative research and the small sample size, generalizability is not possible. However, this cross-case analysis provided evidence and ideas that may prove useful (Creswell, 2009 ) to those seeking to implement change in higher education.
The Case Studies
Faculty members at three institutions, with the pseudonyms of Hersh State University Graduate School of Education, Stull State University School of Education, and Michaels University School of Education were the units of analysis. I now provide a brief narrative about the change process and involvement of the faculty leader at each institution.
Hersh State University Graduate School of Education
Hersh State University is a mid-Atlantic, public, land-grant institution. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching categorizes it as a large four-year, primarily residential institution with very high research activity. Its graduate instructional programs are labeled as comprehensive doctoral. Since the early 1900s, the Graduate School of Education (GSE) had offered the Ed.D. only. However, in the late 1990s, the University granted the GSE permission to offer the Ph.D., and its four programs were approved to offer the degree. Since the introduction of the Ph.D., however, individual program definitions have "heavily favor[ed] research over practice in both degrees" resulting in a "patch-work quilt" of doctoral education with few distinctions between the two degrees and a common emphasis that "heavily favors research over practice" (Anonymous, 2006, p. 1) .
In 2006, after hearing Lee Shulman speak about the need to reclaim the educational doctorate, the Dean of the School held a faculty retreat where Ed.D. reform was an agenda item. In 2006, the call for proposals to join the CPED was announced; and two senior faculty members developed a proposal. The Hersh State GSE was admitted into the CPED in 2007. Subsequently, one of the faculty members served as the faculty leader for the CPED initiative and was provided funds to support a full-time graduate assistant. The Dean felt the process required leadership from within the faculty and was happy that the particular faculty member chose to lead the effort.
Between summer 2007 and spring 2009, the faculty leader and the graduate assistant developed and executed a change agenda, building upon school-wide participation and resulting in what the Dean called an "organic" Ed.D. program design. The faculty leader influenced the process and design by bringing together what she termed a "fragmented" faculty and facilitating discussions regarding the changes. Her leadership role involved planning, organizing, communicating with various people, and often "putting out fires" in Innov High Educ the process. She held meetings, encouraged open discussions, and restructured agendas to address concerns and to allow opposing opinions to be heard. She described her tactics as follows: "I think of moving forward in a way that will please people. I always present a solution and get their feedback."
She admitted that this has been a hard job for her, one for which she was not well prepared, and proclaimed, "I've not worked with academics like this before. I can't say that I have found it extremely pleasurable for a lot of the time." She also noted that she could not "do [it] without the Dean's support." Despite difficulties, her colleagues appreciated her leadership and respected her efforts. One faculty member noted, "I think [the faculty leader] has been really good about communicating with us in faculty meetings and by emails. I would never want to lead a huge change in a faculty."
Faculty input contributed to the development of separate mission and goals statements for the Ed.D. and the Ph.D., which were then unanimously approved by the faculty. The leader then organized three design committees to define a central curriculum core, identify concentration areas, and develop a final capstone experience. She also created a steering committee to oversee the full design process. She organized school-wide retreats and departmental faculty meetings to keep lines of communication open. Institutional documentation such as agendas, memos, newsletters, and a website demonstrated the extent to which she worked to make this an inclusive process.
The faculty leader explained her sense of duty: "I thought I should help do this because I believe in it." Though her family and her own career had been put on hold for much of the three year process, she was committed to seeing this effort through to the end and declared, "I will be here to make sure that it goes well, because I can't not. It's not right for me to leave this or to facilitate this and then not be there [when it begins]." Colleagues were not envious of her leadership role; as one faculty member stated, she had "all this responsibility without the authority." In addition, the role was stressful. Just before the faculty vote to approve the new degree she expressed a sense of being overwhelmed. "Weeks like this, I don't sleep because I am so caught up in making sure that things work."
However, her efforts resulted in the development of a new degree based on a mission and goals statement that distinguished the Ed.D. as a degree for scholarly-practitioners in PK-16 settings. It was launched in 2010 as a three-year program and is about to graduate its first cohort. The faculty leader expressed hopes that her work would establish a new culture of collaboration and communication among what she called "a balkanized faculty."
Stull State University School of Education
Stull State University is a southern, public, land-grant institution. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching categorizes it as a large four-year, primarily residential institution with very high research activity. Its graduate instructional programs are labeled as doctoral, STEM dominant. The School of Education (SOE) resides within the College of Liberal Arts and offers graduate-level education. Programs in educational leadership are also offered at five satellite centers around the state. Since the 1970s, the Ed.D. has been offered as the primary doctorate degree in the SOE because the University would not permit the School to offer the Ph.D. In the late 1990s, however, the opportunity to award the Ph.D. was offered, and many programs switched to the Ph.D. because it was the only doctorate that was recognized by the state's higher education council. However, the two doctoral degrees were then treated similarly with the only difference being six additional credits and a two-year residency requirement for the Ph.D. "Students could literally decide which degree they wanted to be awarded based on how long they could be on campus," explained the faculty leader.
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In 2005, the School Director was appointed from within the faculty to reorganize the school, to clarify policies, to bring isolated departments together, and to increase the School's national visibility. The Director put together a faculty task force charged to develop a plan to increase national visibility. As a member of CADREI, the Director attended the 2006 meeting where Lee Shulman spoke of issues concerning the quality of the education doctorate. Upon return from that meeting, she began speaking to the faculty about improving their Ed.D. as a means to "gain favor" with the College and Graduate School Deans. When the call to join the CPED was announced, she wanted to join and urged the faculty to apply. The Stull State SOE was admitted to the CPED in 2007 and subsequently sent two faculty members to the first convening. Over the summer of that year, the Director decided that the effort needed a central liaison from the faculty, and in the fall she reached out to the Educational Leadership faculty. The Program Director in this department offered to be the CPED faculty leader.
Over the next year and a half, the faculty leader, who claimed his role was "to shake things up and to get these people either out or on board," coordinated efforts to create a school-wide Ed.D. and to improve the design of his department Ed.D. First, at the school level, he organized task forces to discuss the development of a central core, to consider the CPED notion of laboratories of practice, to talk about alternative dissertation experiences, and to consider program residency definitions and requirements with the goals of better defining the Ed.D. and of considering the feasibility of designing a school-wide Ed.D. The Director valued this role and said, "[The faculty leader] is leading the way, thank goodness. He is a real trooper." SOE faculty also viewed the faculty leader as central to the CPED process at the institution. When asked who was leading the change process, a senior faculty member replied, "Clearly [the faculty leader] for the Carnegie project. He is the champion."
The faculty leader spent a great deal of time "cleaning up," as he called it, many issues related to student time to degree, delivery of programs, and the sequencing of courses. He created "Friday sessions" to inform his departmental colleagues of the work of CPED, provided them documentation in the form of notebooks, and worked with the faculty to "insert ideas from the Carnegie dialogue/discussions into our Ed.D.," a colleague recalled. He communicated regularly with his peers via email and Skype.
As the 2008-2009 academic year was coming to a close, change in the Stull SOE was beginning to emerge in two forms. First, school-wide efforts to define the Ed.D. and develop clear policies had not yet been completed; but these were being developed by a newly appointed "Carnegie Professional Educational Doctorate Task Force." Another outcome of the process was a cross-unit conversation around an issue (the Ed.D.) that concerned the entire school, something that had been difficult to do in the past. Second, the Leadership program was solidifying changes made under the leadership of the faculty leader including shortening the program to three years, reconfiguring course delivery, reducing the number of doctoral students who had not finished their degrees, creating a 10-year rotation plan that would stagger the admission of new cohorts for the five satellite centers, and developing alternative dissertation options. Yet despite these promising beginnings, change fell apart when the faculty leader decided to retire, and his efforts could not be carried forth by other faculty members. Stull State dropped out of CPED in 2010.
Michaels University School of Education
Michaels University is a mid-Atlantic, private, religious-affiliated institution. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching categorizes it as a medium four-year, highly residential institution that is also a doctoral granting, research university. Its graduate Later that year, the Dean attended the CADREI meeting and learned of a session to discuss the forthcoming CPED initiative. She immediately flew the faculty member from the Leadership Department to the meeting to learn more with her. Subsequently the Dean and the faculty member presented what they had learned to the rest of the SOE faculty, and a schoolwide discussion resulted in a decision to apply to the CPED initiative. The faculty member offered to serve as the faculty leader for the initiative. In 2007, Michaels University was admitted to the CPED; and the faculty leader and Associate Dean attended the first convening.
Upon returning the faculty leader organized four working groups around the CPED design concepts and invited faculty members from across the School to participate. The faculty leader also assembled a coordinating committee made up of members of the Leadership Department to oversee the redesign of its Ed.D. Over the next two years these working groups met regularly, and the faculty leader was central in organizing the working group discussions. However, he then let each group function independently, offering himself only as a resource. He recalled, "I try to go to as many working groups meetings as I can. Not to engage in the deliberation, but basically to see what is taking place."
By spring 2009, the coordinating committee decided that rather than redesign the existing degree, it would be better to start from scratch. With input from the working groups, they drafted an outline for a new Ed.D. program, which was to be finalized in the 2009-2010 academic year. Students were recruited for the 2011 cohort, and this cohort is currently entering the final year and dissertation phase. The process at Michaels was a deliberately slow process. The program had a window of time that allowed for designing a new Ed.D. rather than retooling the existing Ed.D. in Leadership, and the faculty continues to study the change process at the Michaels' SOE.
Faculty Leadership Roles
At each of these institutions, the faculty members assumed their leadership roles with the support of their deans, but were left to define and guide the change process as they saw fit.
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They assumed these roles because they believed in the work of distinguishing the Ed.D. and creating programs that would better prepare practitioners. They also saw value in the national network that the CPED had provided. However, each recognized the challenges they would face in working with resistant colleagues and trying to implement ideas that were generated from a national consortium.
Where Top-down Meets Bottom-Up Kezar and Lester (2011) have suggested that more needs to be known about the convergence of top-down and bottom-up change efforts. In this study Rogers' (1995) model offers insights about these relationships. Though the faculty leader was the key person in thinking through, developing, working with and implementing distinctions between the Ed.D. and Ph.D. and programmatic designs for the Ed.D., the deans or director in each case were the originators of the change effort and provided minimal support. Thus this individual acted as the opinion leader, bringing the idea of the CPED back from the CADREI meeting and influencing the members of their schools of education to consider joining this process. Their influence varied, as the cases indicate, based on "his or her innovativeness relative to the norms of the system" (Rogers, 1995, p. 296) . That is, the extent to which the dean, acting as opinion leader, was able to influence this change effort had an effect on the abilities of the faculty leader to create and lead the change process. In addition, the opinion leader offered support from a position of authority and could "reduce uncertainty about the innovation" among reluctant members of the organization (Rogers, 1995, p. 296) .
The degree to which the deans or director understood their roles as opinion leader affected the ability of the faculty leader in different ways. Each dean or director recognized the need for this effort to emerge organically from the faculty. However, they also recognized their need to assist the faculty member in some way. At Hersh and Michaels, the deans leveraged their own power to garner resources and to back the faculty leader when he or she encountered recalcitrant colleagues. These deans also served as intermediaries between the college and the university-level administrators to explain and support any changes that needed upper administrative approval. At Stull, the director supported the faculty leader with financial resources, but she was unable create a vision for the School and was not an effective opinion leader. Though the director had strong opinions to encourage this work, the history of constant institutional change kept most faculty members from engaging, which ultimately hindered the faculty leader's ability to create change outside of his department. Rogers (1995) suggested that change agents must work through the opinion leader to bring diverse opinions and perspectives together around the innovation. If an opinion leader is too innovative, they disconnect from members of the social system. If they are less enthusiastic, they fail to rally interest. In these three cases, we see that the faculty leader relied on the dean or director to present the idea of joining CPED and distinguishing the Ed.D. from the Ph.D. and to help keep the faculty interested. The extent to which the faculty leader could engage their colleagues in grassroots thinking and designs depended on the ability of the dean or director to be an effective opinion leader. This conclusion suggests that the ability for faculty leadership to work "in concert" (Kezar & Lester, 2011) with top-down leadership on change efforts can be placed into the framework of a dually governed (Birnbaum, 2000) organization where each leadership position has a specific role in the change process. The top-down leadership works as an opinion leader in creating a climate for change, and the faculty leader works at the grassroots level developing a change agenda through an organic process of collaboration with colleagues. The degree of success for the faculty leader works in conjunction with the abilities of the dean or director.

Tempering Roles
Acting as change agents, each faculty leader followed the process of creating change as outlined by Rogers above. However, as findings emerged, it was apparent that the faculty members were "tempering" (Meyerson, 2003) their roles as a means to limit personal discomfort while working to change the Ed.D. The Tempered radicals framework has been applied. The broader psychological, socio-psychological, and organizational factors identified in this framework provide a fuller narrative of each faculty leader's role and abilities.
Individual Frame
At the individual, or psychological, level, each faculty leader presented a different motivation for wanting to do this work, which Kezar & Lester (2011) noted can come from "selfinterest or passion" for a particular cause or from a "sense of commitment or responsibility" to the cause (p. 41). The faculty leader at Hersh was motivated by her belief that the change effort was the "right thing to do," and she held a "deep understanding of and belief in" the Ed.D. degree as a means to prepare school leaders. The Stull faculty leader was motivated by his perceived ability to create change and "to shake things up." At Michaels University, the faculty leader was motivated by his long history at the institution and belief in the school mission which he felt was a "good fit" with the CPED. Kezar & Lester (2011) defined "identity" as the "personal characteristics that make one identifiable as part of a group" (p. 41). In grassroots leadership, this identity frequently helps shape the work of the leader. In each of the three cases in this study, the faculty leader identity came from their professional lives as educators. The Hersh faculty leader identified herself as a faculty member in the GSE but not one that shared the exact identity as her colleagues. She commented, "I have been able to get some stuff done because I am an insider-not a full professor, not an administrator, and not an Ed admin/traditional leadership person-but in some ways an outsider too, as I have not been in any major leadership stuff in schools."
As a result, she felt she was more successful in the change process. The Stull faculty leader described his identity as "practitioner" and a former superintendent with the necessary administrative skills, which he indicated gave him the ability to "clean up." The Michaels faculty leader had been a faculty member at Michaels for the majority of his career and was very knowledgeable about the institution and also about the CPED work. With both roles as faculty colleague and the CPED primary investigator, he identified himself as a "resource" for the change process, offering information from the CPED as well as ideas about how this process would both affect and fit the institution.
Resiliency is the "ability to bounce back from difficult circumstances" (Kezar & Lester, 2011, p. 41) which comes from intrinsic sources (values, beliefs, and optimism) and extrinsic sources (professional and personal networks). The Hersh faculty leader found renewed optimism each time a faculty vote on a programmatic aspect was successful. The faculty leader at Stull found a network of like-minded colleagues that kept him resilient by supporting his change efforts within his department. At Michaels, the faculty leader's resilience came from the "small steps" of success that gave him optimism to endure a long process and the network of colleagues who believed in the program design effort.
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Group Frame
The group social-psychological factors found in Meyerson's (2003) frame refer to the ways in which the faculty leaders interact with their colleagues while working to implement change. Consistent with the findings of Kezar and Lester's (2011) study, the three faculty leaders in this study utilized group level change strategies that were "educationally oriented and grounded in academic culture" (p. 98). These strategies included "specific methods for achieving goals" (Kezar & Lester, 2011, p. 41 ) that appealed to the "sensibility of faculty" and aligned with the "culture of the academy" (Kezar & Lester, 2011, p. 102) . Strategies focused on open-communication and transparency and included retreats and presentations regarding enrollment data, CPED ideas, and scholarly readings (Hersh); Friday forums and notebooks of information (Stull); and presentations and working groups (Michaels).
Power dynamics as defined by Kezar and Lester (2011) are the "interactions between different people in the social structures." These dynamics are demonstrated by the "interactions and clashing of individuals" (p. 41). Power can be demonstrated through influence as well as through authority structures. The interplay of power between each faculty leader and their colleagues had varying impacts on their success. The Hersh faculty influenced the process by maintaining a collaborative atmosphere; however, the leader still encountered a fair amount of resistant colleagues. In dealing with them, she tempered her tactics by engaging support from a "legitimate form of power" (Kezar & Lester, 2011, p. 41) , i.e., the Dean. "I can't do this without the Dean's support," she explained.
At Stull, the faculty leader had influence over his departmental colleagues because he was able to "reframe" (Kezar & Lester, 2011, p. 165 ) the redesign as a necessary process to continue the departmental mission of "service to the state." He shared data that demonstrated "rival institutions" were creating better programs, thus creating a sense of urgency. At the school-level, he tried to create "modest change" (Kezar & Lester, 2011, p. 170 ) so as not to push his colleagues into resistance and threaten his own reputation but he was not able to navigate the power struggle within the school. The Michaels faculty leader created "internal and external networks" (Kezar & Lester, 2011, p. 165) , which incorporated departmental colleagues, local practitioners, and national faculty colleagues into a broad advisory group.
Organizational Frame
The organizational frame looks at leadership development, group formation, and organizational culture and structures. Particularly relevant to this study is the role of culture and structures. Kezar & Lester (2011) suggested that there are "two values sets" in the academy that shape culture and structures. The first is market oriented, what they call "academic capitalism" or the "engagement in market-like behaviors" in pursuit of resources (p. 250). The second is the traditional value set which includes academic freedom. They suggest that grassroots leaders are most effective when they can "merge" (p. 252) these values.
The Hersh faculty leader gathered data about enrollment trends in order to convince faculty members that they would soon be without students if changes were not made. She coupled this information with a discussion of how a new Ed.D. program would allow for smaller, more traditional Ph.D. programs that would prepare full time students for faculty positions. As a financially autonomous unit, the redesign needed to be framed in terms of long-term financial survival but also had to appeal to a faculty that was entrenched in tradition. The Stull faculty leader had a similar approach with his "cleaning up" strategies. In regards to his department, he appealed to the administration with ways to reduce the number of students who had completed all requirements accept the dissertation. He spoke to colleagues about the need to increase enrollment numbers so as to enhance their tradition of service to the state. He also pushed the Carnegie name Innov High Educ and reputation in order to obtain resources. With his peers, he balanced these factors with ways to improve course sequences to support student learning and championed a debate on the role of residency in their leadership program. The Michaels faculty leader merged market and traditional values by garnering support both outside and inside his institution. Outside he sought external funding from local foundations and external opinions from practitioners. Internally, he built upon the institution and school missions that centered on social justice.
Discussion
This study applied two theoretical lenses to learn how individual CPED faculty members described and understood their role in the Ed.D. redesign process and how their work in this role converged with top-down leadership. Utilizing the Rogers'(1995) model, I was able to explore how faculty members engaged in a change process with their colleagues and the nature of the relationship between the faculty-led effort and the dean. However, the reality of the change process at each institution suggested that the role of the change agent was not a scripted one (as Rogers suggested). Rather, utilizing the work of Kezar & Lester (2011) , I was able to see that each faculty leader had a greater personal and professional attachment to the process which was revealed in their behaviors and actions at the individual, group, and organizational levels.
Two important findings emerged from applying this examination. First, Rogers' model provided a better understanding of how top-down leadership efforts assist faculty-led innovation by identifying the role of the deans or director and their interactions with the faculty leader. Second, the role of the faculty leader is more complex than Rogers' explanation of a change agent's role'. This study revealed that faculty members working in a supported leadership role trying to foster organic change among their colleagues often experience a level of discomfort similar to that experienced by faculty members leading non-supported change. Meyerson's (2003) social, psychological, and organizational frames provide insight as to how these faculty members tempered their strategies and tactics for introducing the CPED influence change. In addition, the psychological frame provides understanding at the individual level as to the how and why faculty members engage in this role.
Conclusion
At the start of this article, I made the distinction between faculty members working at higher education versus for higher education. Within the context of schools of education, grassroots faculty leaders are working for higher education because they have strong individually held motivations that compel them to want to change their institutions. They challenge traditional organizational structures but do so in ways that keep them comfortable in their work environment. They engage top-down leaders strategically to support their efforts, and they seek to maintain the importance of faculty roles in institutional governance.
